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The purpose of this research is to develop an instrument for the 
measurement of originality in preschool children. Originality is con- ,. 
sidered an essential, intellectual ability of the creative person • 
. Definition 
-
Originality is the ability to respond both in an adaptive and an un-
usual manner (Bal'!ron, 1963). Accordingly, an original response is both 
uncommon and applicable to reality. 
Originality is assumed to be an ability possessed by all persons, 
with some persons having more of this ability than others. 
Problem 
Educators for many years have indicated their concern .about the .cle-
velopment of creative ability and actually have recognized creative abil-
ity as an important part of intelligence. Nevertheless, the urge to in-
quire and to invent has been stifled in our children (Stoddard, 1959), and 
heavy reliance has been placed on the results of standard intelligence 
tests even though admittedly these tests do not measure creative ability. 
In discussing this educational problem, Taylor and Barron (1963) have 
stated that the initial problem is the early identification of creative 
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talent, or creative potential, as this talent would be more a ccurately 
described in the young child. When such identification is possible, a 
study of factors which strengthen or stifle creative ability can be 
initiated. 
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The purpose of the present researc~ . is to develop an instrument for 
.the measurement of originality which is recognized as an important factor 
in creative ability. To the extent that such an instrument may be used 
in the early identification of creative potential, this z:esearch is seen 
as a contribution to the study of the nature and development of creative 
ability. 
Procedure 
The following step$ were involved in the development of an instru-
ment for the measurement of originality in preschool children. 
1. The literature was reviewed to ~ain an understanding of original-
ity as an intellectual characteristic, and an understanding of the methods 
that have been used to measure originality and the problems that have been 
encountered in its measurement. 
2. Pilot work was done to clarify the criteria for the i:nstrument. 
3. The instrument was developed. 
4. The instrument was administered to 80 children of preschool age. 
5. The da.ta were analyzed . 
6. The results were interpreted and recommendations were made for 
future use of the instrument. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Originality is accepted as a measurable intellectual characteristic 
of the creative person. Many writers state or imply that originality is 
possessed by everyone to some degree but that some persons have a greater 
abundance of this ability than others (Guilford, 1962a, Taylor, 1959, 
Torrance, 1963). Barron (1955, 1963) speaks of originality as a continuum, 
with individuals who never depart from the sterotyped and conventional in 
their thinking at one extreme and individuals who are habitually original 
at the other extreme. The latter are represented by the inventive genui-
ses, who may be remembered for only a few ideas or products, but whose 
biographies indicate a lifetime of original thinking. 
Originality is a measurable, intellectual characteristic but it is 
not to be confused with·the intellectual ability measured by standard in-
telligence tests. Guilford (1962b, 1963) in his study of the Structure-
of-Intellect, found originality to be an.intellectual factor requiring a 
great deal of divergent thinking. Guilford defined divergent thinking 
as the generation of information from given information, when the emphasis 
is upon variety and quantity of output. Contrasted to this is the conver-
gent thinking which is required in standard intelligence tests. This type 
of thinking is defined as the generation of information from given infor-




Ways of Measuring Originality 
In research tasks, originality has usually been identified by judges' 
opinions or by the statistical infrequency of responses. The assumption 
underlying the use of statistical infrequency is that uncommon or unusual 
responses are those occurring least frequently among the responses of all 
subjects in a given population. Judge.s' opinions have been used to deter-
mine such qualities as cleverness, flexibility, and remoteness of associa~ 
tion, as well as originality, per se. 
Several methods of scoring originality are employed in the Unusual 
Uses Test developed by Guilford. In this test, the subjects list as many 
uses as possible for common stereotyped objects as a brick, a paper clip, 
or a newspaper; and the least commonly mentioned responses, i.e., the 
statistically infrequent, are accepted as the most original. Fluency is 
indicated by the quantity of responses, i.e., a numerical count, and flex-
ibility is indicated by the variety of responses, i.e., judges' opinions 
of quality. Getzels and Jackson (1962) and Torrance (1962) used this same 
test or adaptations of it in their studies of young adults and school 
children. 
In Torrance's study of school children from the first through the 
sixth grade, he used originality, determined by statistical infrequency, 
as one of the indicators of creative ability. His study included tasks 
such as Picture Construction, Product Improvement, and Incomplete Figures. 
In these tasks, as in the Unusual Uses Task, the originality of the re-
sponses was determined by statistical infrequency. This same method of 
scoring was employed by Andrews (1930) in her study of imagination in 
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preschool children. Her subjects responded to line drawings wbich ranged 
from reproductions of familiar objects to schematic representations of 
dots and lines. The least frequently mentioned response was accepted as 
the most original. 
In the above studies, originality was defined in terms of the statis-
tical infrequency of the response. When broader aspects of originality 
are considered, judges' opinions are needed. Torrance (1963) stated that 
in.addition to being statistical infrequent, th~ response which indicates 
originality is relevant to the task, shows intellectual strength, and re-
presents some break away from the obvious and the commonplace. These as-
pects of originality are not measured by statistical frequency. 
Judges' opinions are used in Guilford's Consequence Test, in which 
the least obvious response is accepted as the most original, and in his 
Plot Titles Test, in which the most clever response is accepted as the 
most original. Also, in The Turney Designs (Barron, 1963), mosaic con-
structions are judged for originality and for artistic design. In studies 
of the imaginative behavior of preschool children (Andrews, 1930, Markey, 
1935), trained observers were used to judge the childre.n' s behavior in 
play situations, such as housekeeping. Similarly, trained judges are 
used to score the responses on projective tests designed to measure origi-
nality. 
Problems in th·e· Me·a:s·urement of Originality 
In various studies of originality, specific problems have occurred 
in relation to the operational definition of originality, the research 
design, and the validity of the findings. Problems in these areas which 
have particular significance for the present research will be discussed 
here. 
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Definition of Originality 
In some studies, originality is defined in terms of the new or novel. 
The question of what is new or novel still remains. A response may be 
new for the particular individual responding, or it may be new for the 
total group of subjects. In the study of imagination in preschool children 
(Andrews, 1930), a response was accepted as original if it was novel for 
the particular child responding; i.e., if it was unlike other responses 
made by that particular child. Such a response would be statistically in-
frequent when cqmpared to all the responses of this one child. In most 
research, a response is considered original if it is novel or uncommon 
when compared to the responses made by a group of subjects. These two 
approaches indicate that a response may be judged as original by its 
statistical infrequency when the responses of one individual are consider-
ed or when the responses of a group,of individuals.are considered. 
In theoretical discussions, reference has been made to the influence 
of past experiences on creative expression. In his definition of the 
creative process, Carl Rogers (1959) recognized not only the creative 
ability within the person, but also the effect of the materials, events, 
people, and circumstances of the life of that person on his creative pro-
cess; and Thorndike (1959) has stated that past experiences, on the whole, 
provide the material for invention. 
Past experiences and specific training do influence a subject's re-
sponses on tests of originality. For example, in the Product Improvement 
test (Torrance, 1962), girls responded more freely with ideas for improv-
ing a nurse's kit while the boys came forth with more ideas for improv-
ing a fire engine. In a cross-cultural study of originality (Torrance, 
1963), the influence of past experience was also apparent. The subjects 
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.in the study were school age children from six different cultures (United 
States, Australia, Western Samoa, Germany, India, and segregated Negro 
schools in Georgia). Many of the children's responses were common to all 
cultures; however, some responses which were statistically frequent in one 
.culture were infrequent in.another. 
A similar cultural influence was found in.a study of imagination in 
adults (Dearborn, 1897). In.an inkblots tests,. a domestic woman was re-
minded most often or domestic objects while an artist was reminded of more 
picturesque and fanciful things. 
All 1-0f these studies were done with school age children.or adults. 
With still younger children, this problem, i.e., the influence of specific 
training or experiences on responses to a test for originality, would be 
even more serious. Older children have school and community experiences 
in common, whereas the child of preschool age is influenced primarily by 
the culture of his own home which may be radically different from that of 
another child in the same community. Thus, one child's response, which 
seems unusual when compared to the responses of other children, may not 
be original or n.ovel for that particular child. 
Preliminary Experience 
.Preliminary experience or a warm-up session before the actual re-
search testing, has been one method used to establish rapport. Maltzman 
(1960) used a word association.task as a session before a test of origi-
nality. A list of words was presented to the subject five times and he 
was encouraged to think of different associations each time. Maltzman 
found that subjects who had this preliminary experience produced more 
original ideas or solutions to test problems, which included practical 
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real-life problems, than did those subjects who had no preliminary exper-
ience. 
Cunnington and Torrance (1962) found preliminary experiences to be 
one of the most important aspects of their Sounds and Images Test. In . 
this test.the subjects wrote word pictures of sounds they heard. The 
warm-up session gave the subject an opportunity to get out of his system 
the most common and obvious responses; it helped release him so that he 
could use his imagination; and it invited divergent thinking "just for 
fun" without the threat of evaluation. 
Suitability of the Task 'for a'Particular Age Group 
Markey (1935) recognized the problem of verbal communication when 
studying the imaginative behavior of young children. She advised the 
use of materials with which the child could actually play, in.order that 
manipulative responses, as well as verbal responses, be included in the 
task. She recommended that more than one method of testing be used with 
young children. 
Markey also found that certain tasks were more suitable for the 
younger preschool children than the older. For example, free play with 
housekeeping materials seemed to be less interesting to the older children 
in.her study. She credited an apparent decrease in imagination at age 
five to this disinterest rather than accepting the decrease at face value. 
Validity 
_Proving the validity of tests designed to measure an ability or a 
potential frequently presents a problem. Time may prove a test to be 
valid if the ability or potential has not been stifled in the meantime. 
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Longitudinal studies are needed for this type of validation; however, for 
many research instruments, validation by means of longitudinal studies is 
impractical. 
"Face validity" is often accepted if the test is focused directly on 
the kind of behavior in which the investigator is interested. The under-
lying assumption is that the behavior which appears to be involved in the 
test is the behavior which the test actually measures. For example, a 
child's tendency to conform may be measured by his choice of conforming 
rather than nonconforming responses in a test situation. Many instruments 
designed to measure originality have been accepted as having II face valid-
ity''. This has been particularly true when the statistical infrequency 
of a response has been .used to indicate its originality. 
Judges' opinions have also been used to determine test validity. 
However, judges' opinions may be biased; and this method of validation .has 
been questioned in.the literature. Gronlund (1950) studied the accuracy 
of teachers' judgments of the acceptance of sixth-grade pupils by their 
classmates. He found that teachers differ in the accuracy of their judg-
ments. Correlations between the sociometric status of the pupils and the 
teachers' judgments ranged from .268 to .838. Gronlund also found a tend-
ency for teachers to over-judge the sociometric status of pupils whom they 
prefer and to under-judge the status of pupils whom they least prefer. 
Alexander (1953) studied teachers' judgments of their pupil's intelligence 
and found the teachers to be correct less than 60% of the time in their 
selection of the pupils with the highest and lowest intelligence. 
Implications for the Present Study 
Implications for the present research can be drawn from the methods 
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.. of studying originality reported in the literature and from the specific 
problems which have been encountered in relevant studies. 
i. When an original response is defined as an unconunon or novel re-
sponse, statistical infrequency, as a method of scoring, is more objective 
than judges' opinion. 
2. Past experiences may be controlled if a method of scoring is de-
vised in which.each child is compared to himself rather than being compared 
to the total group being studied. 
3. A warm-up session is advisable in order that the child fully un-
derstand what is expected and be able to work to the best of his ability. 
4. The specific task used in.the research sHould have inherent in-
terest for the age group with which .it is to be used. 
CHAPTER III 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT 
This chapter will includ~ (1) a description of the pilot work which 
helped to clarify the criteria for the research. instru!llent; (2) a descrip-
tion of the research instru~~t, its administration.and ~coring; (3) a 
description of the subjects wh9 P,/irticipated in 1*e research; and (4) recom-
menda tio:ns · for · the analysis of : the. data •. , 
.Pilot Work 
_Pilot wor~ for the d,velopment of an.instrument with which to measure 
orig:i,nality in J?res~hool ch;j.ldren w~s b~gun with a study of tJite t~sks de-
v~lQpfd by T,prranc~ (1962) , tasks which were .de~igned for us~ wifh school 
age children. A stt1dy of tp.ese tasks was unc;lertaken t? determine whether 
they could be adapt~d for use with preschool children. 
Step 1. In the first step of the pilot wprk, six i~co~plete line 
drawinis were ~hown, one at a time, to ~pproxima,tely 15 children, age's 
three throµgh. five. Each child was encouraged to +inish_the drawing and . . . 
to respond verbally. The children wanted to draw, bt1t their verbal re-
sponses and tq~ir drawings had nb relationship to the li~~ drawings that 
were presented to them. These· observations indicated tha,t. line dr,wing~ 
were inappropriate for the young children. 
The probl~m of judgiµg the ortginality of a child'~ respQns~ was also 




in .that no other child gave the same respons.e. However, tlies® u11ique 
responses were frequently the result of a recent interesting :experience 
I 
that was uppermost in the child's mind. UI\der such.circumstanc•s, a . 
. child would tend to repeat the same "UI\ique" respo-nse even . though ~o 
other c~ild gave this partic~lar response. (Further evidence.of the 
influence of:recent experience appeared in.later pilot work when.the 
children named seasonal objects such.as cantaloupes in. late sunnner and 
Christmas decorations in December·,) 
This pilot work suggested the advisability of (1) using three.-dimen-
sioQ.a.l forms rather than line drawings, and (2) scoring the responses by 
comparing.each child to himself rather than.comparing him.to the total 
group being s tud.ied. 
Step., 2. The purpose of this step in the pilot work was to test the 
effectiveness of three-dimensional forms with preschool children. Several 
materials (wood 1 cardboard, clay, aluminum foil,. styrofoam> and construe-
tion paper) were made into various sliapes · and designs a~d sh.awn to fifteen 
differel\t children who were encouraged to tell what the forms might be. 
The children enjoyed manipulating these and responded with a g-reater vari-
ety and n.umber of ideas than . to the 1ine drawings. Some ra tber complex 
forms prompted detailed responses from .all children and therefore provided 
no means of discriminating among the children. This suggested ~hat the 
forms should be very simple if originality is to be objectively determined 
by the statistical infrequency of responses. 
Step 3. The purpose of this step of the pilot work was to develop a 
method of presenting the same shape to the child several times to deter-
mine whether statistical infrequency could be used as a scoring method 
without comparing.one child's response to those of other children. 
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Twelve different styrofpam forms were made and shown. to seve:rt;!,l children. 
The five shapes to whitb these children gave the greatest variety of 
responses were chosen foruse in this step of the pilot work. Five sets 
of these shapes were made and each. set was painted or was covered with 
textured paper, The children were then shown. one set at a time and 
their responses recorded. Most of the children.became disinterested 
before all five sets were presented. Some children gave the same response 
to one shape each time it was presented even though the color or texture 
was different. Others gave a variety of responses. The children noticed 
the different colors but were indifferent to the textures, except for 
aluminum foil. Several children.reacted to the foil by asking if they 
should unwrap tqose pieces. 
This step in the pilot work indicated that statistical infrequency 
could be used to judge originality without comparing one child's responses 
to those of other children. This could be done if S'everal sets of three-
dimensional forms were presented to each child, the sets being identical 
except for color. The child who gave the greatest number of different 
responses would be accepted as the most original. 
Step 4. In the next step of the pilot work, ten different forms were 
used. Two sets of these forms were made of styrofoam; one. set was painted 
red and the other was painted blue. The child was shown one pair of ident-
ical forms at a time. One of these' was placed on the table in front of 
the child and the other in front of the experimenter. The child was asked 
what his form coulcl be; and then after he responded,, he was asked what the 
experimenter's could be. In this same manner, all ten pairs were present-
ed to the child. The entire set was then repeated with the child being . 
given the opposite color; that is, if the red forms had been placed- in 
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front of the child during the f i rs t administratibn, t he blue forms were 
l 
placed in front of him during the secbnd . Wi th this repetition of the 
entire set, the children responded four times to each form and their 
interest was maintained. 
The need for a warm-up session was again indicated by the fact that 
one child in particular was reluctant to respond during the first admin-
iatration, but responded rather freely· during the second • 
. Step 5. In .this step of the pilot work, a warm-up session was i .i:,.• 
traduced. Six white styrofoam forms were offered to the child. These 
were presented simultaneously and the child was encouraged t o manipula te 
them and to talk about them. Arbitrarily, a decision was made t hat the 
child would be considered ready for the research task, when he had 
suggested at least four different ideas when asked what the forms might 
be. 
Approximately ten children were used in this step . of the pilot work 
and all responded freely to the research task after the warm-up session. 
Even so, the task did discriminate among the children; some were able to 
think of more ideas than others. 
The Research Instrument 
.Criteria 
The review ·Of literature and the pilot work clarified the following 
criteria for the research instrument: 
1, The materials used should be of inherent interest to preschool 
children. 
2. A warm-up session should precede the administration of the instru-
ment in order that the child fully understand what is expected and be able 
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to work to the best of his ability. 
3, The design should provide opportunity for a method of scoring 
which would permit.the evaluation of one child's responses without com-
paring him with other children. 
4. The actual scoring should be objective, as far as possible, rather 
than being dependent on judges' opinions, 
5. The total number of possible responses should be sufficient to 
provide opportunity for discrimination among children of varing degrees 
of originality. 
Description of the Instru·men't' 
The instrument consisted of different shaped pieces of styrofoam 
ranging in size from a ball two inches in diameter to an irregular piece 
four inches by six inches. For the warm~up session six pieces of white 
styrofoam were used. These are pictured in Figure 1. For the research 
instrument, two identical sets of ten different styrofoam forms were used. 
One set was painted red and the other set was painted blue. These are 
pictured in Figure 2. 
Administration of the· Ins.fr'urrient' 
For the warm-up session, all six white forms were placed on.the table 
in front of the child. (See Figure 3.) The child was encouraged to 
manipulate them and to talk about them. He was asked, "Do you see a piece 
that looks like something? Or could we make it into something?" When the 
child responded, the experimenter agreed with his comment, whatever it was, 
and encouraged him to talk about another form. If the child did not re-
spond, the experimenter picked up one of the forms and asked what that 
particular piece might be. If the child still did not respond, the 
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Figure 1. Forms used in the VTarm-Up Session 
Figure 2 . F orms used in the Research Instrument 
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Figure J . Administration of the Wa rm-Up Session 
Figure 4. AdMinistr8ti on of the Research Instrument 
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experimenter made a suggestion in the form of a question, e.g., "Do you 
think it could be a window?" If the child gave the same response for 
different shapes, his response was accepted, but he was asked to think 
of something else that it could be. For example, if the child said 
that two different pieces could be a door, the experimemter said, "Yes, 
it certainly could be a door, but we already have one door. Can you 
think of something else that it could be?n After the child had re-
sponded to each of the six forms, the experimenter praised him by saying, 
"Good, you thought of something different for all those pieces." 
Arbitrarily, as decided during the pilot work, no child was considered 
ready for the research task unless he had responded with at least four 
different ideas during the warm-up session. 
The research instrument was administered by showing the child one 
pair of identically shaped pieces at a time. (See Figure 4.) When he 
was shown the first pair, he was given his choice of the color he pre-
ferred, red or blue. 'l'he one he chose was then placed on the table in 
front of him and the other was placed in front of the experimenter. The 
child was then asked what his piece could be or what it could be made in-
to. After he responded., he was them asked what the ex~eri.menter us piece 
could be. ]!'or the first pair, and occasionally during the remainder of 
the test, the experimenter included the child's response in his next 
question, "If yours is a (caboose), then what could mine be?" This 
wording reminded the child to think of a different response for each 
piece. Approval of each response was given by saying something such as 
"All right," or "It certainly could be11 • Whether or not the child gave 
diffe;rent responses, his efforts were approved in this same manner. 
When all ten pair of styrofoam forms had been shown to the child, 
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the entire set was again presented. This time the child was given the 
opposite color, the one he had not chosen during the first administration. 
Also, the forms were presented in different positions, e.g., sideways, up-
side down • 
. Scoring 
The combination of the two administrations of the research.instrument 
offered four opportunities for a child to respond to each form, making a 
total of 40 responses. Each child's score·was a numerical count of the 
number of different responses he gave. Inasmuch as there were only ten 
different forms, each presented four times, the child who lacked original-
ity might be expected to give the same response each.ti~e a particular form 
was shown to him; whereas,. an "original" child might give as many as 40 
different responses. 
The directions for scoring were designed to give the child credit 
for each different response that he made. 'rhe responses were scored in 
the order irrwhich the child gave them, and credit was given for each 
response which .was different from a.11 previous responses. Credit was 
given for objects which might be in the same category, such.as a golf 
ball and a base ball. Credit was not given for an_object which was 
named a second time and altered only py a minor adjective, such as a 
ball and a big .ball. No credit was given for a play on words, such as 
kigless, pigless and sigless. 
One problem encountered in the scoring was that a few children some-
times responded by naming objects they could see in the room. This was 
noted on the score sheet and, in these instances, credit was given only 
if the experimenter could· see some relationship between the response and 
the styrofoam form which .the child was holding. 
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~xplicit scoring directions and copies of two children's score sheets 
are presented in Appendix B. 
Subjects 
The subjects were 40 girls and 40 boys of preschool age, all of whom 
were in attendance at day care centers, nursery schools and kindergartens. 
The age range of the children was from three years six months to five years 
eleven months. The children were equally distributed throughout this range 
with four boys and four girls in. each quarter year, making a total of 16 
three.year olds, 32 four year olds, and 32 five year olds. No child who 
participated in the pilot work was included in .the final study. 
Recommended Analysis 
The analysis of the data should include tests of the reliability of 
the instrument and the reliability of the scoring, some measure of the 
validity of the instrument, and a descriptive analysis of age and sex 
difference in.the group of children who participate in.the research. 
The following analyses are recommended: 
l. · The reliability of the scoring of the children's responses should 
be determined by correlating the scores of a "naive" judge with the scores 
determined jointly by two persons ·familiar with the research task. 
2. The reliability of the instrument should be determined by a split-
half correlation. 
3. The validity of the instrument should be determined by an analysis 
of teachers' judgments of children demonstrating high and low originality 
. on the research task. 
4. The data should be analyzed for age differences in originality. 
5. The data should be analyzed for sex differences in originality. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
A research instrument for the measurement of originality in young 
children has been developed and administered to 80 children of perschool 
age. The scores of these children have been analyzed to determine inter-
judge reliability, the reliability and the validity of the instrument, 
and age and sex differences in originality. These analyses will be pre-
sented in this chapter. The scores of the individual children who parti-
cipated in the research.are presented in Appendix A. 
Inter-Judge Reliability in Scoring 
The response of the individual children were scored jointly by the 
experimenter and a co-worker both of whom had participated in the develop-
ment of the instrument. This joint scoring was done in order that any 
problems in the scoring directions could be clarified. A third person 
trained in Child Development but unfamiliar with this research was then 
given the explicit directions for scoring (see Appendix B) and scored the 
data independently. Inter- judge reliability was deter.mined by a compari-
son of these two sets of scores. 
The coefficient-of=correlation (Pearson product-moment) between the 
two sets of judges' scores was +.989, which is significant beyond the 
.01 level. In view of these findings, the directions are accepted as 
adequate and their use should assure reliable scoring. 
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Reliability of the Instrument 
The reliability of the instrument was determined by a split-half 
correlation. The sums of alternate responses were used in this analysis; 
specifically, the sum of the odd responses in columns A+ Band the even 
responses in columns C + D was correlated with the sum of the even re-
sponses in columns A+ Band the odd responses in columns C + D. This 
scoring is illustrated on the sample score sheets in Appendix B. 
A split-half analysis, using the Spearman-Brown formula, yielded 
a correlation of+ .932 (p<.01), indicating that the instrument has re-
liable internal consistency. 
Validity of the Instrument 
The question of whether the research instrument is measuring origi-
nality, which it claims to measure, can be answered affirmatively if one 
accepts "face validity". An original response has been defined as one 
which occurs infrequently in a group of responses. In line with this 
definition, the child who repeated his responses on the originality task, 
and therefore gave fewer different responses, would be less original than 
the child who gave many different responses. 
The use of teachers' judgments to rank the children from most to least 
original, was rejected as a test of validity because such judgments are 
susceptible to bias. Nevertheless, teachers probably are in one of the 
best positions to judge children; therefore, a modified ranking system 
was devised which would make use of the teachers' knowledge of the child-
ren and yet prevent a bias toward one child from distorting the rank scores 
of other children. 
In each of five children's groups (day care, kindergarten and nursery 
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school) in which tne or~ginality task was administered, every child who 
scored high (21 or more) was paired with every child who scored low (15 
or less). Then the nead teacher in each group was given the paired names 
of her children and was asked to indicate the child who was the more orig-
inal of the two. 
Of 153 pairs of names, the teachers' judgment was in the direction 
of the originality score in 106 pairs. A Chi-square analysis indicates 
that this extent of agreement is statistically significant. (X2 = 22.752; 
p < .001) 
The number of boys and girls w~o scored high (25-38), medium (16-24), 
and low (9-15) on the originality task is presented in Table I. A Chi-
square analysis of these data indicated that there was no sex difference 
in the responses to the originality task. (x2 = 2.257; n.~.) 
TABLE I 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN, BY SEX, SCORING HIGH~ MEDIUM AND LOW ON A 
- RESEARCH TASK DESIGNED TO MEASURE ORIGINALITY 
IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN 
Boys Girls Total 
High Score 
. (25~3$) 13 16 29 
Medium Score 
(16-24) 14 8 22 
Low Sc;ore 
( 9-15) 13 16 29 
Total 40 40 80, 
x2 = 2.257; not significant. 
Age Differences in Originality 
The number of children in each of three age groups who scored 
high {25-38), medium (16-24), and low (9-15) on the originality task 
is presented in Table II. A Chi-square analysis of these data indica-
ted that older children gave a significantly larger number of original 
responses than did the younger children. ( x; = 17. 39; p < • 01.) 
TABLE II 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN, BY AGE, SCORING HIGH, MEDIUM AND LOW ON A 
RESEARCH TASK DESIGNED TO MEASURE ORIGINALITY 
IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN 
(Ages are expressed in years and months) 
Age Groups 
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3-6 to 3-11 4-0 to 4-11 5-0 to 5-11 
High Scores 
{25-38) 2 8 19 
Medium Scores 
(16-24) 4 9 9 
Low Scores 
C 9-lS) 10 15 4 
Total 16 32 32. 
xa = 17.39; p < .01. 
Summary 
A research task for the measurement of originality in preschool 
children was developed and administered to 40 boys and 40 girls who 
ranged in age from three years six months to five years el.even months. 
The scoring method for the research instrument was reliable as indicated 
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by a correlation of two sets of judges' scores. Adequate internal con-
sistency of the instrument was indicated by the results of a split-half 
correlation. A modified paired-comparisons analysis using teachers' 
judgments substantiated the validity of the instrument. No sex differ-
ences were found in the responses of preschool children to the task. Age 
differences were evident; the older children gave a significantly larger 
number of original responses than did the younger children. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this research was to develop an instrument for the 
measurement of originality in preschool children. Such an instrument was 
developed and proved successful in discriminating among the children who 
were used as subjects. These subjects were 80 boys and girls equally 
distributed between ages three years six months and five years eleven 
months. 
The instrument was composed of styrofoam forms made into different 
shapes. Six white forms were used in a warm-up session during which .the 
child was encouraged to manipulate·and talk about the forms. The research 
instrument was composed of two identical sets of ten different forms; one 
of these sets was painted red and the other was painted blue. The child 
responded to one pair of like forms at a time by first telling what the 
piece he held could be, and th.en telling what _the piece the experimenter 
held could be. The ten different forms were presented in this manner and 
then the entire procedure was repeated with the child and the experimenter 
receiving alternate colors, making a total of 40 responses. Each child's 
score for originality was a numerical count of the number of different re-
sponses he gave, with high scores indicating the more "original" children. 
Inter-judge reliability of the scoring method was determined by a 
comparison of two sets of judges' scores. The in.ternal consistency or 
reliability of the instrument was determined by a split-half correlation, 
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and th,e validity of the instrument was substantiated by using teachers' 
judgment$ .in a modified pair.ed-co~arison analysis. 
There wer.e age differences but no significant sex differences in 
otigiriili.lity as mea1rnred by this ,research task. The older children were 
mo~e original tl:l,an th.e younger children. 
Implications for Future Research 
During the present study, c,ertain tendenc,ie:s were noted whtch suggest 
possibilities for future research. 
1. No si.gnifica:nt sex differ!;!nc.es were found in !:he study. However, 
the su,m of tl;te scores for all the boys wa$ slightly higher than the sum 
. . . L 
. of the sc(?res i;or .all the girls. The sums Qf the sc,oreS: 1ft·· dif:ferent 
ages indicated that the younger g.irls hadhigl:l,er scores than the younger 
boys; but th,is relationship between boys and girls was ~eversed with the 
Qlder <:hildren. This suggests that a more d~tai.led study of se~ differ-
ences itt orig.inality ~s advisable. 
2. Most of the children merely named objects which the forms might 
be; a few gave ~laborate explanations of th.e way the for.ms could be modi-
fied. F<>:r e-xample, with Form No. 7, which many children called a "drop 
of water", one child elaborated~ "You could put a candle under here, and 
' this up here, and it would be a i,:lame on the candle." These ·elaborate 
responses were given only by chtldren who earned high scores; but all 
children who scored high were not this elaborate. This suggests that a 
method of measuring the quality of the respoQ•s-es might discriminate 
among the ehildren who seem highly original as indicated by scores on 
the present instrument. 
3. Fiire year old children were more original than three and four 
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year old children as measured by the present research instrument. Torr-
ance (1963) suggested that there was a drop in originality at age five; 
but such a drop was not apparent in the present study. This suggests 
that the research instrument developed in this study should be adminis-
tered to six and seven year old children. This would serve a twofold 
purpose: (1) The upper age limits for the use of this instrument could 
be determined, and (2) a drop in originality at age six, if such exists, 
could be detected. 
4. l{ethods ·of encouraging the development of originality might be 
suggested by the retest of children who participated in the present study. 
This would be true if the scores on the retest were generally higher due 
to the practice provided by the first test. 
5. A study of changes in originality is desirable in .order that 
methods of encouraging the development of this ability be appraised. 
For such a study, a second set of forms is Q.eeded, a set which would 
have reliability comparable to that of the set used in the present re-
search. 
6. In the broader study of creative ability, the relationships 
among various characteristics needs to be studied. In such studies, 
the present instrument can be used for th.e measurement of originality. 
7. Inasmuch as there is the possibility that the present instru-
ment measures only one aspect of originality, other instruments for the 
measurement of this characteristic should be developed. 
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AGES AND RAW SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL BOYS PARTICIPATING IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN INSTRUMENT 
DESIGNED TO MEASURE ORIGINALITY IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN 
(Ages are expressed in years and months) 
Age _ _ Score ~ Ch.iJ_cL Age .score Child Age 
3-7 14 289 4-4 14 300 5-2 
3-7 11 290 4-4 32 299 5-3 
3-7 15 291 4-4 13 213 5 ... 4 
3-9 21 228 4-7 19 325 5-5 
3-9 16 293 4-7 9 214 5-5 
3-10 13 292 4-8 21 216 5-6 
3-11 12 74 4-8 29 215 5-6 
3-11 17 294 4-9 12 209 5-8 
4-0 17 152 4-9 19 211 5-8 
4-1 15 295 4-11 32 246 5-9 
4-2 11 297 4-11 10 243 5-9 
·' 
4-2 23 298 5-0 17 241 5-10 
4-3 11 174 5-0 18 240 5-11 
































AGES AND RAW SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL GIRLS PARTICIPATING IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN INSTRUMENT 
DESIGNED TO MEASURE ORIGINALITY IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN 
(Ages_are expressed in years and months) 
Age Score Child Age Scm:-e_ Child Age 
3-6 12 178 4-3 13 311 5-2 
3-7 9 '.l04 4-5 12 112 5-3 
3-8 18 193 4-6 25 315 5-3 
3-8 33 77 4-8 27 312 5-4 
3-8 28 305 4-8 10 314 5-4 
3-9 10 49 4-8 25 76 5-7 
3-11 11 306 4-8 11 33 5-7 
3-11 10 307 4-9 23 313 5-7 
4-0 19 222 4-9 31 316 5-8 
4-1 25 154 4-10 11 198 5-9 
4-1 11 156 4-11 17 232 5-9 
4-2 15 308 5-0 18 130 5-9 






















n1RE9JI~NS FO~. SCORING ORIGINAL!~ TEST 
. ! , I 
;,! 
'•\.. . ; 
A. Score the respons,E(s. in the order in which . the ch_ild gave them, cioluntns 
A and B together ai\.d th,ert columns C and D together. 
lA - lB - 2A • 2B - 3A - 31, etc. 
B. Mark ea.ch response either + for credit or - for no crecfit, 
Mark .a respon.se +, if it is different from all previous responses. 
When.in doubt, give the child credit, 
C. Categor:ies of ob1ec.ts 
., .. : . 
1. A child may n.ame objects which ar·e similar in cate9ory. 
The child rec·eives credit for each different type o:f object in. the 
category. 
Ex: golf ball (+), base :ball (+) ., moth ball (+) 
2. A child may nal'lle the category and th:en name :a speci'fic object in 
.the ca,teg.ory. 
Ex: ball (+), rubber ball (+), base ball (+) 
D. Examples -of no credit 
1. A child does not re.ceive credit when he c.ombines two prevlous re-
sponses £.or which he has receiv-ed credit. 
Ex: tree(+), cookie(+), tree cookie(-) 
2, A child d·oes n.o·t re.ceive credit when he ~ames an object a second 
time altering it with a minor adjective. 
3. 
Ex: ball (+), ·big ball (-)' half ball ( ... ) 
Ex: du·ck- (+)' part of a duck (-) 
Ex: egg (+)' round egg (-)' cracked ~gg (-) 
Ex: red ball (+)' blue ball (-) 
The child receives no credit for a play on word's .• 
Ex: Kigless (-), Pigless (-), Sigless (-) 
Ex: Rigco (-),Sig-co(-) 
E •. Some children look about the room for ideas. Thb is noted on the 
score sheet. For such respons.es, the child receives credit if there 
is a possible relationship between the response and the t.est form. 
Name CQ!;J.d ~; 
Date of Birth _.~_-....1)_,,,fa~-_.~_...Q~----
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Odd AB+ even CD= tl. 
Odd CD+ even AB=-~--··~- I ~7 l 
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Name C}ujJ._ 3/ 7 
Date of Birth /;J.-//-57 
Code 317 
A. 
c:CLt I ~ ~ -t-
2.~1 ~ + 











Date Id- -{;,-G3 
SPLIT-HALF SCORES 
Odd A B + even C D = [:2_ 
Odd C D + even A B = J.l I~~ I 
~ llr.. {3~ R-ed. 
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